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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

2. The indicated allowability of claims 6-8 in light of 1 1 2 issues is withdrawn in view 
of the newly discovered reference(s) to IDS document Karouby. Rejections based on 
the newly cited reference(s) follow. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 8/19/2009 has been 
considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. All previously presented 112 issues have been corrected via the amendment filed 
8/19/2009. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 2, 4-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention 

7. Claims 1 and 9 recites the limitation "the vector" in line 14 of each claim. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lennen (US Patent 5,818,539, see IDS) in view of Sandberg (US 
Publication 2002/0172307 A1). 

Re claims 1 and 9, Lennen discloses a method and device of validating the 
detection of a correlation peak between: a signal transmitted by a plurality of navigation 
satellites (Col. 1 lines 20-28) and received by an radio navigation satellite system 
(RNSS) satellite radio navigation receiver (Col. 1 lines 20-28), said signal corresponding 
to a sum of signals each sent by a satellite and each modulated by a spread spectrum 
signal characteristic of said satellite (Figure 11 element 22; Col. 2 lines 25-28; Col. 5 
lines 2-15), a local replica generated by said receiver (Col. 2 lines 25-32), said replica 
being the replica of a spread spectrum signal characteristic of a satellite that is being 
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looked for (Col. 2 lines 25-32; Figure 1 1 element 28), said method including a step of 
determining the correlation function as a function of time between said received signal 
and said local replica (Figure 1 1 element 30; Col. 2 lines 25-45, also lines 53-60), but 
fails to explicitly disclose where said method being characterized in that it further 
includes a step of comparing said correlation function with the theoretical 
autocorrelation function as a function of time of said spread spectrum signal 
characteristic of said satellite that is being looked for over the whole of the vector of the 
correlation function wherein comparing said correlation function with the theoretical 
autocorrelation function includes a step of comparing secondary peaks of each of said 
functions. 

This method and device design is however disclosed by Sandberg. Sandberg 
discloses where said method being characterized in that it further includes a step of 
comparing said correlation function with the theoretical autocorrelation function as a 
function of time of said spread spectrum signal characteristic of said satellite that is 
being looked for over the whole of the vector of the correlation function (paragraphs 
0045-0049) wherein comparing said correlation function with the theoretical 
autocorrelation function includes a step of comparing secondary peaks of each of said 
functions (paragraphs 0045-0049, figures 8, 9 and 10). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the disclosure of Lennen to incorporate the further 
aspect of selection via correlation function comparison as a means to further ensure 
that the most ideal selection is made during the processing of the method steps. 
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Re Claim 2, the combined disclosure of Lennen and Sandberg as a whole 
discloses the validation method according to claim 1 , Lennen further characterized in 
that it includes a step of determining said theoretical autocorrelation function as a 
function of time of said spread spectrum signal characteristic of said satellite that is 
being looked for (Figure 10 and associated disclosure; Col. 2 lines 6-24). 

Re Claim 4, the combined disclosure of Lennen and Sandberg as a whole 
discloses the validation method according to claim 1 , Lennen further discloses that said 
comparison step includes a step of calculating the correlation between said correlation 
function and said autocorrelation function (element 124, Col. 11 lines 3-17; correlation 
scanner device to look at the processed function). 

Re Claim 5, the combined disclosure of Lennen and Sandberg as a whole 
discloses the validation method according to claim 1 , Lennen further that said spread 
spectrum signal is a signal modulating said signal with a known pseudorandom 
sequence replacing each bit of said signal (Col. 2 lines 25-28; the use of spread 
spectrum inherently implies the use of pseudo random sequencing in order to control 
the spreading pattern across a given bandwidth to one of ordinary skill in the art). 
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1 1 . Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lennen and Sandberg as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Karouby 
(5373298 see IDS). 

Re claim 6, the combined disclosure of Lennen and Sandberg as a whole 
discloses the validation method according to claim 1 , but fails to explicitly disclose 
wherein that, in the event of non-validation of the detection of said correlation peak, said 
method includes the following steps: a step of determining theoretical intercorrelation 
functions as a function of time between said spread spectrum signal characteristic of 
said satellite that is being looked for and each of the satellites other than said satellite 
that is being looked for, and a step of comparing said correlation function with each of 
said theoretical intercorrelation functions. 

This design is however disclosed by Karouby. Karouby discloses that, in the 
event of non-validation of the detection of said correlation peak, said method includes 
the following steps: a step of determining theoretical intercorrelation functions as a 
function of time between said spread spectrum signal characteristic of said satellite that 
is being looked for and each of the satellites other than said satellite that is being looked 
for (Col. 3 lines 13-Col. 4 line 15; the disclosure of the error determination for locations 
overtime is interpreted as providing the same information as the intercorrelation), and a 
step of comparing said correlation function with each of said theoretical intercorrelation 
functions (Comparison of calculated to theoretical values has already been shown as a 
function of the system processing as provided above). 
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Therefore ti would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to utilize the degree of error between functions as a means for 
determining satellite selection as provided in the disclosure of Karouby to further ensure 
that the most ideal selection is made during the processing of the method steps. 

Re claim 7, the combined disclosure of the combined disclosure of Lennen, 
Sandberg and Karouby as a whole discloses the validation method according to claim 6, 
Karouby further discloses that each of said spread spectrum signals associated with a 
particular satellite is selected so that said theoretical autocorrelation function and each 
of said theoretical intercorrelation functions are different (Col. 3, matrix K construction 
and implementation). 

Re claim 8, the combined disclosure of the combined disclosure of Lennen, 
Sandberg and Karouby as a whole discloses the validation method according to claim 6, 
Karouby further discloses that each of said spread spectrum signals associated with a 
particular satellite is selected so that each of said theoretical intercorrelation functions is 
decorrelated (Col. 3, matrix K construction and implementation). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL R. NEFF whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-1848. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00am - 
4:30pm EST ALT Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Shuwang Liu can be reached on (571)272-3036. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/MICHAEL R. NEFF/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 261 1 
/Shuwang Liu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 261 1 


